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LVFPD R1: Water Board staff has worked closely with the USFS Lake Tahoe 

Basin Management (LTBMU) staff over the past several months to craft a 

WDR that enables the LTBMU to meet its project goals while protecting 

water quality. Additional explanation is provided to your specific 

comments in the responses LVFPD-R2 through LVFPD-R15. 
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LVFPD R2: In our review of this, the Commission Report did not include a 

specific finding that stated the Water Board policies and practices were a 

contributing factor to the Angora Fire. 

LVFPD R3:  Following the release by the LTBMU of its final EIS, the USFS 

Regional Office adopted an updated and improved Water Quality 

Management Handbook containing new BMPs and several updated BMPs 

requiring the implementation of improved Resource Protection Measures.  

The WDRs require use of these new BMPs and where needed, further 

specific ity is provided.  Additional BMPs are consistent with the Water 

Board’s Basin Plan and the 2009 Timber Waiver and are needed to ensure 

no increases in fine sediment loading to Lake Tahoe. BMPs prescribed in 

WDR Attachment F are written to meet CEQA standards and the WDR 

Finding No 20, which describes that additional BMPs were incorporated 

into the project to ensure the project will not have a significant effect on 

the environment. 

LVFPD R4: The LTBMU staff has proposed to cool piles solely using fire 

hydrant water. LTBMU staff stated in a February 21, 2012 email to Water 

Board staff that the LTBMU does “not plan on using surface watercourse 

drafting for any prescribed burning in this project.” 

LVFPD R5: Water Board staff will consider the scope of changes in the field 

review request as well as the potential impact this has on the contractor 

and timing of project completion.  Water Board staff has committed to 

responding expeditiously to field review requests; this means that most, if 

not all, field review requests will be conducted within about 48-72 hours, 

depending on available resources. Water Board staff will make every 

attempt to keep this project continuing so the LTBMU is able to meet its 

goals and protect water quality. Since the LTBMU staff has committed to 

developing annual or semi-annual detailed project plans for certain 

Treatment Units, such as some road and water course crossing upgrades, 

Water Board staff may need additional time beyond 48-72 hours to fully 

review the detailed plans. Depending upon the complexity of the site 

specific plans, the review may take a couple of weeks, but in no case will 

exceed 30 days. 
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LVFPD R6: To address your concern, the words, “soil scientist,” 

“hydrologist,” “fisheries biologist,” etc., have been replaced throughout 

the WDR BMPs with “Watershed Specialist.” 

LVFPD R7: Water Board staff will continue working closely with LTBMU 

staff to develop adequate contingency plans so the LTBMU project goals 

can be met while protecting water quality.  The WDR allows for 

contingency plans, such as submittal of alternate methods in advance of 

any changes that could occur during implementation.  We encourage the 

LTBMU to develop these ahead of time if expected changes from BMPs will 

happen. 

LVFPD R8: WDR Finding 19 provides a process to evaluate results of past 

and future research to allow for adaptive management. Following the 

process specified in WDR Finding 19, the LTBMU staff and Water Board 

staff are developing the criteria and metrics for applying research and 

demonstration project information to the South Shore Project. Once the 

specific criteria and metrics are mutually agreed upon between both 

parties, then the findings from past projects will be evaluated for 

applicability to the South Shore project. 
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LVFPD R9: Water Board staff has reviewed these buffers and has 

determined that their application of prescribed burning is consistent with 

Forest Practice Rules waterbody buffers. In addition, BMP 26 has been 

modified to state that piling and burning shall be permitted up to ten feet 

from the edge of Class III or IV watercourse where slopes are less than 30% 

and up to twenty five feet from the edge of those watercourses for slopes 

greater than 30%. 

LVFPD R10: This BMP has been re-written by deleting the flame length 

requirement and referencing to the FEIS WS-9 language regarding flame 

lengths and meeting objectives for prescribed burning. 

LVFPD R11: SEZ pile burning is relatively new and specific research into the 

short and long term effects on resources, including water quality, is 

currently lacking. Therefore, these BMPs are included in addition to those 

in the LTBMU FEIS. As the CEQA Lead Agency, the Water Board was 

required to add specific detail to many BMPs to disclose the steps that the 

LTBMU is expected to take to ensure that potential impacts are less than 

significant. WDR Finding 19 provides a process to evaluate results of past 

and future research to allow for adaptive management.  

 

“Chunking” is not restricted in the WDR. 
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LVFPD R12: This BMP modifies language already analyzed in the FEIS. 

Subsections c), d), e), and f) of BMP 31 specify in more detail the same text 

stated in LTBMU’s final EIS Resource Protection Measure WS-20; 

subsection e) specifies the LTBMU build piles to occupy up 30 percent of an 

SEZ acre, which is double the 15 percent specified in WS-20. Subsection g) 

of BMP 31 restates LTBMU’s Resource Protection measure WS-9, which is 

on page 2-30 of the LTBMU FEIS. Subsection h) is needed to insure the 

LTBMU implements protection measures and mitigation measures to 

prevent adverse effects and/or restore lands that were adversely affected 

from activities related to using water to manage controlled burns. The 

additional detail in subsection h) is needed to support the Water Board’s 

findings that no significant impacts will occur.  These measures provide a 

contingency to ensure water quality protection. 
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LVFPD R13: LTBMU staff indicated that portable pumps are not being used 

in the project. See also Response LVFPD-R4. 

LVFPD R14: This BMP has been reworded to clarify that it only pertains to 

prescribed fire, not wildfire. See also Response LVFPD-R4, concerning 

water sources for fire suppression, which states that LTBMU staff stated in 

a February 21, 2012 email to Water Board staff that the LTBMU does “not 

plan on using surface watercourse drafting for any prescribed burning in 

this project.” 

LVFPD R15: Our review of the South Shore Project in relation to the Timber 

Waiver as compared to a proposed WDR has concluded that the WDR is 

the appropriate permitting mechanism under our regulations for the 

following reasons: a) the WDR provides regulatory consistency and 

certainty for the life of the South Shore project unlike the Timber Waiver 

which expires in 2014, b) the WDR provides flexibility to the LTBMU to 

choose when it needs to develop unit-specific plans over the life of the 

WDR which may cover ten years or more, and c) the WDR allows the Water 

Board to identify project-specific BMPs that are different from BMPs in the 

Timber Waiver. The FEIS was written to specifically comply with the 

National Environmental Policy Act but was not written to comply with the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). As the CEQA Lead Agency, the 

Water Board was required to add specific detail to many BMPs to disclose 

the steps that the LTBMU is expected to take to ensure that potential 

impacts are less than significant. 
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